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Section I: Introduction 



In this paper we examine course offerings of the American high school. 
We report on the degree to which these offerings are unequally distributed 
across schools and pay explicit attention to relationships bet^^sen the size of 
a school and the incidence of new course titles in various areas of its 
curriculum. 

The study builds on earlier examinations based on data drawn from New 
York State High Schools (Monk and Haller, 1986; Monk, 1987). Here the data » 
are drawn from a national sample of high schools and permit an assessment of 
how well the New York results generalize. In addition, because the data bases 
differ, new analyses are possible using the national data. 

The study also builds on an earlier effort to discern relationships 
between high school size and programmatic offerings (Haller, Monk, Spotted- 
Bear, Griffith, and Moss, 1990). Our approach begins with general counts of 
curricular offerings and proceeds by drawing distin^. uions among ever more 
narrow areas within the high school curriculum. In addition, we differentiate 
between types of high schools and pay attention to differences across urban, 
suburban, and rural settings. We are interested in the degree to which these 
schools* curricular offerings differ when controls are in place for 
differences in size. 

Section II: Background and Conceptual Base 

This Inquiry is based on the presumption ^hat economies of scale play n 
role in the production of educational outcdne.^. Rather t-han estimate a unit 
cost curve, our approach is to ask to what degree cmd in what fashion do these 
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economies manifest themselves in the form of curricular offerings. This is a 
reasonable outcome to emphasize since administrative efforts to enlarge high 
schools and school districts are commonly based at least in part n the 
expectation that larger size leads to greater curricular depth and 
specialization. In this study we examine the degree to which this is the case 
as well as the areas in which gains appear. 

There have been many studies of scale economies in education.^ The 
traditional approach has been to estimate one or another version of a cost 
curve and to establish whether the unit cost curve has a U-shape. To the 
degree that a U-shape can be discerned, there is a size below which increases 
are associated with decreases in unit costs. Efficiency conscious 
administrators have sought to take advantage of these size related ecoromies 
by increasing the size of small schooling units. 

This thinking is flawed in several respects. In particular, it slides 
over the possibility that multiple educational outcomes exist, each with its 
own unit cost curve. To the degree that these cost curves do not coincide, 
there is considerable ambiguity regarding the optinal size of schools. An 
irony is that this ambiguity is likely even if each of the outcomes is 
associated with a U-shaped unit cost curve. 

The traditional approach also slides over questions about the 
distribution of whatever costs are occasioned by size diseconomies. This is 
acceptable if policy makers have a means of eliminating accurately estima.,ed 
extra cc^ts. But in the case of scale diseconomies, this is not likely. 



For a now somewhat dated review, see Fox (1981). For examples of inore 
recent studies see Kenny (1982); Jimenez (1986); Riew (1986); and Cohn, Rhine, 
and Santos (1989). 
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Thus, to the degree that the additional costs are present, their disposition 
is important. 

However, progress has been made within te traditional framework. 
Analysts are increasingly sensitive to the variety of products being produced 
within educational organizations. For example, in their recent study of scale 
economies in higher education, Cohn, Rhine, and Santos (1989) used a flexible 
fixed cost quadratic function to distinguish explicitly among ray economies of 
scale, product- specific economies of scale, and economies of scope. Their j 
estimates of scope economies are of particular interest in this context since 
these deal with the degree to which the production of one ouC.:.ome complements 
the production of other outcomes. 

One of the things we know about the traditional approach is that the 
recommended sizes for schooling units are growing smaller (cf Hanson 1964; 
Cohn 1968; Walberg and Fowler 1987; and Friedkin and Necochea (1988). It 
appears that as analysts develop more refined and analyses, it becomes more 
difficult to demonstrate instances of clear cut size related economies over 
wide ranges of schooling unit sizes. 

In this analysis, the focus is on the distribution of size related 
costs. We are most directly concerned with the degree to which students bear 
whatever costs small size entails in the form of reduced or otherwise 
inadequate curricular offerings. Our reasoning is that if size econcmies are 
real, they ought to manifest themselves in some form within the school's 
curricular offerings. If no size related effects can be discernei within a 
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school's curriculum, one of the classic rationales for reorganizing schools 
into larger administrative units is substantially undermined. ^ 



Section III: Data and Method 



All of the data for this study come from two files prepared for the High 
School and Beyond surveys, the "School File" and the "Course File." Properly 
weighted, the 1015 schools in the sample are representative of all public and 
private high schools in the U.S. in 1980, the survey's base year. 

From the sampled schools we eliminated all private schools, all schools 
without a grade 12, and all specialized schools (those coded as vocational or 
intended specifically for the handicapped). Tliis left us with a total of 683 
public high schools. Some of these schools include only grades 10-12 while 
others begin at grade 7 or below. Th^, smaller high schools in particular are 
more likely to include lower grades and in some cases offer an entire K-12 
program. 

We experimented with alternative restrictions on the sample since mixes 
of high schools serving different grade lev-Is could distort our results, but 
we were reluctant to discard the cases these additional restrictions required.. 
The sensitivity analyses we have conducted to d^te suggest that the results 
are not sensitive to how restricted the sample becomes. In cases where there 



There are, of course, additional reasons that can be cited for increasing 
the size of schooling units. Scale economies may manifest themselves exclusively 
in the form of savings for taxpayers. If this is the case, an inability to 
demonstrate salutary effects of increased size on curricular offerings does not 
undermine the case for increasing school size. However, the absence of a 
salutary effect on the curricular surely weakens the case and invites questions 
-iut why size economies accrue exclusively for taxpayers. 
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are departures, we will comment on them, but the results reported below are 
based on the 683 school subsample. These sensitivity analyses are continuing. 

As our measure of school size, we chose the nximber of students in each 
high school's graduating class in 1979. Our choice was dictated by our 
int-^rest in the full range of courses offered including advanced courses that 
are intended for juniors and seniors. However, McKenzie's (1989) study of 
school size and curricular offerings in Australia indicates that the 
distribution of students across grade levels has an important bearing on » 
curricular resource allocation. In future work, we will be more attentive to 
the effect of differences between enrollment in grade 10, grade 12, and the 
size of the graduating class.. This will allow us to assess the impact of high 
dropout rates on the curricular offerings of high schools. 

The graduating class size variable was divided into seven categories: 
(1) less than 25 graduates; (2) 25-49; (3) 50-99; (4) 100-199; (5) 200-299; 
(6) 300-399; and (7) 400 or more graduates. The unequal category sizes derive 
from our interest in the smallest schools and our desire to identify points at 
which plateaus exist. 

The "Course" file provides course -level information about the offerings 
of individual schools within the survey. Among other things, this file 
provides a six-digit code for each unique course offered by a school. Thus, 
it provides an inventory of courses taught in secondary schools nationwide in 
that year. The documentation accompanying the file gives the most common 
title for eL h course, a list of alternative course titles that were assigned 
the same code, and a brief set of descriptors suggesting the coursers 
contents. The first two digits of the code come from the Classification of 
Instructional Programs (Malitz 1981) and indicate which of 52 broad curricul^.r 
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areas the course falls (e.g., Agriculture, Business, Health). The 
documentation does not provide a breakdown of the subject areas into academic 
and vocational subcategories.. This was done based on our best sense of how 
the distinction is drawn within American high schools. ^ 

It is important to keep in mind that this is not an analysis of 
additional sections of already present courses. Rather, it is an examination 
of the arrival of new courses within the curriculum. Our presumption is that 
the availability of different courses is a relevant indicator of educational, 
opportunity. Care must be exercised in interpreting these results since the 
number of courses is by no means the only indicator of opportunity. In 
particular we have no direct measures of the quality of the courses that are 
being offered; nor do wp have indicators of how coherent the curriculum is. 
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The following subject areas were considered vocational: Agribusiness and 
Agricultural Production, Agricultural Sciences, Renewable Natural Resources, 
Architecture and Environmental Design, Business and Management, Accounting 
Bookkeeping and Related Programs, Apparel and Accessories Marketing, Media 
Studies, Communication Technologies, Personal Service Occupations, Education, 
Engineering, Engineering and Related Technologies, Health, Home Economics! 
Industrial Arts, Law and Law Enforcement, Library Studies, Military Sciences, 
Military Technologies, Parks and Recreation, Basic Skills, Citizenship, 
Interpersonal Skills, Sports, Personal Awareness, Religious Education, Law and 
Police, Construction Trades, Mechanics, and Repairing, Precision Production, 
Transportation and Materials Moving, Exec H.S. Internship Programs. 

The following subject areas were considered acidemic: Area and Ethnic 
Studies, Computer and Information Science, Foreign Language, English, Liberal 
STudies, Biology, Mathematics, Multi-Disciplinary Studies, Physical Education, 
Philosophy and Religions, Science, Science Technologies, Psychology, Public 
Affairs, Social Sciences, and Visual and Performing Arts. 
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The analysis begins by looking generally at the offering of full and 
part year courses, as well as at the amount of academic credit the courses 
carry. We then distinguish among academic and vocational courses and make an 
assessment of differences in the rate of growth in these two areas as the size 
o£ the high school increases. Next, we distinguish among subject areas w'^thin 
the academic as well as vocational areas of the curriculxim, and obtain j 
estimates of differences in the rate of growth across subject areas. Finally, 
academic and remedial courses from the academic curriculxim were singled out 
for special attention. 

all of the results presented below reflect the weights necessary to 
correct for the over sampling that were pare of the sampling design. The 
weights have been scaled to reflect the actual number of cases so that tests 
of significance are not inflated artificially. 

Section IV: Results 

Full Year and Part Yoar Course Offerings 

Tixjle 1 describes relationships between high school size and various 
indicators of curricular offerings. The left hand column reveals a strong 
positive relationship between the size of a high school and the available 
number of unduplicated full year courses. The zero-order correlation 
coefficient is .64, and the slope coefficient iudicctes that every additional 
student in the graduating class is associated with .15 of a new full year 
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course. The elasticity coefficient expresses the relationship in percentage 
terms. According to Table 1 a 10 percent increase in the graduating class is 
associated with a 3.0 percent increase in the number of unduplicated full year 
courses. Thus, the number of different full year courses does not keep pace 
with changes in enrollment. There are proportionately fewer different courses 
per pupil in large schools than in small schools. 

A quadratic term was entered into the regression model to test tor 
curvilinearity in th:> relationship between size and course offerings. The - 
quadratic term was significant for the sample as a whole and indicates that 
the number of courses tends to increase at a decreasing rate. While there is 
some tendency for the relationship between size and course offerings to 
plateau, the group comparisons make it clear that this is not a dramatic 
effect and that at least within the range we are considering, additional size 
translates into increases in course offerings. 

The comparisons across urban, suburban, and rural high schools are 
instructive. The table makes it clear that among like sized high schools, the 
schools considering themselves rural offer fewei unduplicated full year 
courses than do the others. Essertially the same link between size and course 
offerings obtains across the three strata of the sample; what differs are the 
respective intercepts of the regression equations. This stratification of the 
sample also reveals that the curvilinear nature of the link between size and 
course offerings is accounted for by the rural high schools. 

Table 1 About Here 
The middle panel of Table 1 focuses on part -year offerings and also 
reveals positi-e relationships oetween school s.ze and course offerings. Part 
year offerings constitute a substant f pI portion of the American high school 
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curriculum. Looking at the results for i^e whole sample, the number of part 
year courses is roughly one half as large as the number of full year 
offerings . 

One significant difference relative to the results for full year 
offerings arises in the urban-rural comparisons. Rural high schools offer 
either a comparable or larger numbe^ of part-year courses than cheir like- 
sized urban counterparts. Moreover, the link between size and the 
availability of part year courses is particularly strong. The elastici»:ies , 
are all at least .66 while the highest elasticity for full year offerings was 
.33. 

The right-hand section of the table examines credit offerings, and can 
be thought of as a combination of the full and part year courses. It is, 
however, not a simple aggregation of the full and part year courses because 
both full and part year courses vary in how many credits they carry. For 
example, a full year course may offer less or more than 1 credit. By counting 
credits directly we were able to avoid makl'ig arbitrary assumptions about 
weights for part year relative to full year courses. We were also able to 
avoid a need for parallel analyses of full and part year courses. For these 
reasons, we rely exclusively on credit count measures of curricular offerings 
for the balance of tliis paper. 

The results in Table 1 for credits offered are comparable to those seen 
in the previous panels of the table. There is p strong positive relationship 
between size and unduplicated credits; there is a tendency for the rur^l high 
schools to offer fewer credits than their like sized urban and suburban 
counterparts; and the relationship is curvilinear for the whole sample as well 
as for the rural subsample. 
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Some interesting differences were revealed when we restricted the sample 
to high schools serving just grades 9-12, Many of the smaller high schools 
dropped out of this analysis since they typically include grades below grade 
9. However, those that remained provided relatively large numbers of 
different courses for their students. For example, the nine schools falling 
into the smallest category offered an average of 57.6 different credits 
compared to the 41.5 average offered by the larger group of small high schools 
(including thojse with grades below grade 9) . 

Academic Relative to Vocational Course Offerings 

Table 2 begins to break the curriculum into its components. Here we 
drew a distinction between the academic and vocational portions of the 
curriculum. We were inrere-ted in estimating the degree to which the academic 
portion of the curriculum grow.s relative to the vocational portion as the size 
of a high school varies. As indicated above, we relied exclusively on 
unduplicated credit counts for these analyses and provide results for the 
simple count of credits as well as for each component's percentage share cf 
the total credit count. 

Table 2 About Here 
For the sample as a whole, academic courses represent 56.8 percent of 
the r.on- special education portion of the high school curriculum. There is a 
slighf tendency for the academic share to oe higher in the smaller .schools 
where it comes closer to a 60 -AO split, but rhe differences across school size 
are not large. The correlation coefficient fcr the academic share variablp 
and size is only equal Co -.07. The corresponding coefficient for ti.e 
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vocational share is .05 and falls short of statistical significance. These 
results are surprising given the presence in some states of area vocational 
centers that provide vocational offerings outside of the high school. To the 
extent that these vocational centers substitute for local school offerings for 
smaller schools, the academic share can be expected to be higher in smaller 
high schools. 

Table 2 also reveals a tendency for rural schools to offer fewer 
academic courses compared to urban and suburban schools of comparable size. ^ 
This tendency is less clearcut in the vocational area of the curriculum. When 
a dummy variable capturing the rural designation was entered into the 
regression of course credits on school size, a negative relationship was 
revealed for the academic portioii of the curriculum. Specifically, ruralness 
was a associated with 1.86 fewer academic course credits. In contrast, a 
positive but statistically insignificant relationship was found bet -^een 
ruralness and v< tional course credits. 

Subject Specific Analyses Within the Acadei ' iriculum 

We next differentiated among subject areas within both the academic and 
vocational areas of the curriculum. Turning to the academic area first, we 
have separate results to report for English, foreign languages, mathematics 
(including computer courses), science (including biological and physical 
sciences), social studies, art (including music and the performing arts), and 
a residua] category called "other." 

Table 3 indicates that large differences exist across subjects within 
the academic portion of the curriculum in the rate at which new courses appear 
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as the school^s size rises. Subjects like English, mathematics, science, and 
especially social studies grow at rates below the average for the academic 
area as a whole, while subjects like foreign language, and the visual and 
performing arts grow at rates substantially above the average. A 10 percent 
increase ii school size is associated with a 6.7 percent increa^ in foreign 
language credits and better than a 5 percent increase in the number of visual 
and performing arts credits but only a 2.1 percent increase in the number of 
different social studies credits. Recall from Table ?. that the average for / 
the academic area as a whole is 3.7 percent. 

To the extent that the availability of new courses is a good indicator 
of educational opportunities, these results suggest that students in the large 
compared to the small high schools benefit disproportionately in the foreign 
languaf and visual and performing arts portion of the academic curriculum. 
It also means that in the larger high schools, foreign language and the visual 
and performing arts represent a larger share of the mix of different courses 
being offered to students. 

Table 3 also reveals average differences across academic subject ar as 
in the availability of different courses. For the sample as a whole, there 
are on average 9.2 different English courses, 6.6 different foreign language 
courses, 9.0 different mathematics courses, 6.2 different science courses, 6.1 
different social studies courses, 9.3 different visual and performing arts 
courses, and 5.1 miscellaneous other courses. 

if we compare the number of credits found in the smallest high schools 
with chese averages we find the following ratios: 
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English 



.60 



Foreign Language 



.15 



Matheuiatics - - 



>56 



Science 



.53 



Social Studies 



.62 



Visual and Performing Arts 



.39 



Other 



.57 



These figures indicate that in terms of the avr.ilability of courses, small 
schools curricula are most comparable to larger schools in the English and 
social studies subject areas and the least comparable in the foreign language 
and visual and performing arts areas. These figures do not offer any direct 
insight into how adequate a curriculum is that provides, say, half as many 
different courses as can be found in the average school. Elsewhere wts have 
attempted to categorize these offerings in terms of the success at offering 
what we called program comprehensiveness (Haller, Monk, Spotted-Bear, 
Griffith, and Moss, 1990). Later in thi^* paper we examine the degree to which 
these cours3s can be categorized as advanced or remedial in their character. 

Table 3 also reveals the presence of curvilinear relationships between 
school size and curricular offerings. For several of the subjects, the 
regression analyses revealed N-shaped relationships between school size and 
the number of unduplicated credits offered and U-shaped relationships between 
the same school size variable and the percentage share of the academic 
curriculum accounted for by the subject in question. Such a ever sal i^* the 
direction of the curvilinearity describes a situation where the growth in 
credits slows with size in such a way that the respective share of the 
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curriculum declines more slowly with size. Three of the subjects within the 
academic curriculum fit this description: English, mathematics, and social 
studies. 

Finally, differences between rural and other schools are notTwoJthy 
Again, there is a tendency for rural high scnools to offer fewer different 
courses compared to similarly sized non-rural schools. Table 4 gives the 
results of regressing the number of course credits offered in each subject 
area on a dummy variable constructed to differentiate between rural a.nd other 
high schools with a control in place for the effects of high school size. 

The negative ^f-^ect of ruralness per se on course offerings is most 
pronounced in the ^'"oreign language, mathematics, and art areas where the 
difference, controlling for size is better than one full credit. While ^ne 
differences for science is less striking in Table 4, an inspection of Table 3 
sugge.sts that it is the 7 largest rural schools in the sample that are 
attenuating the negative impact of ruralness. It is also worth noting that 
these 7 largest rural high schools also offer comparable numbers of different 
credits in mathematics relative to their urban and subur'i^an counterparts. 

The negative effects of ruralness revealed in Table 4 are striking. It 
is only in English and the residual other category that the effect of 
ruralness falls short of statistical significance. As we shall show below, 
the relationship between ruralness, controlling for size, is different within 
the vocational area of the curriculum. 
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Table 4 

Effects of Ruralness on Academic Course 
Offerings- -Controlling for School Size 

Subject Effect of Ruraln<^ss Signif . 

English 

Foreign Language 
Math and Computer 
Science 

Social Studies 
Visual and Perf Arts 
Other 



-.28 
-2.08 
-1.31 

-.73 

-.90 
-1.15 

+ .01 



.473 
.000 
.000 
.005 
.001 
.019 



Subject Specific Analyses Within t^ Vocational Curriculum 



In Table 5 we focus on courses within the vocational irriculum. These 
courses, in contrast to those within the academic curriculun are less evenly 
distributed across subject areas. Business and home economics, in particular, 
account for close to ov}% of the cours'* offerings within the vocational 
'Curriculum. If the subject area with the third largest share (construction 
trad ;) is added, 64.4 percent of the unique course credits in vocational 
education is accounted for.. Within the academic curriculum, the two subjects 
with the largest numbers of courses (English and mathematics) accounted for 
37,4 percent of the course offerings. If the subject with the third largest 
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share (visual and performing arts) is added, the percentage accounted for 
reaches 54.1. 

Table 5 About Here 
The remaining subjects within the vocational curriculum (agriculture, 
industrial arts, mechanical trades, and personal services (e.g., cosmetology) 
account for small percentage shares of the courses offered. None of these 
subjects accounts for more than 8.1 percent of the available unique covrse 
credits. The share for personal services was su prisingly small at 0.7 per > 
cent for the sample as a whole. However, this result needs to be interpreted 
in light of the fact the t personal service courses offered at regional 
educational centers a.-» -.ot included in these counts. 

Here we also find evidence of the subject's respective shares of the 
curriculum shifting as the size of the high school changes.. Agriculture, 
business, and home economics account for smaller shares while industrial arts, 
mechanical trades, construction trades, personal services, and the residual 
other category account for larger shares of the vocational curriculum as the 
size of a high school increases. These results suggest that the first 
priority is assigned to agriculture, business and home economics so that even 
in the smallest schools course work is available in these subjects. In these 
three areas of the vocational curriculum the ratio of course offerings in the 
smallest schools to course offerings in the sample average never falls below 
.53; in home <=>co. omics the ratio is .67 indicating that the smallest high 
schools provide 67% of the different courses provided in the average high 
schools . 

Much smaller ratios are found elsewhere in the curriculum, suggesting 
that the discrepancies between what small and average high schools offer are 
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larger. The most extreme case is personal service courses where the smallest 
schools have no courses compared co .5 of a course, on average, for the sample 
as a whole. The least extreme case occurs in industrial arts where the 
smallest schools offer 36% of what can be found on average in the sample as a 
whole . 

In contrast to the academic curriculum, there is greater evenness in the 
degree of share growth and decline across subject areas within the vocational 
curriculum. Recall that within the academic curriculum, two subjects* shares 
grew dramatically (foreign language and visual and performing arts courses) 
while all the others declir'»d moderately. Within the vocational curriculum, 
there is less of a tendem y for the growth to occur in such narrowly focused 
areas. Indeed, shares grow for 5 subject areas and decline for 3, 

There is some evidence in Table 5 of the same sort of reversal in the 
direction of the curvilinearity that was found for the academic curriculum in 
Table 3. In particular business and home economics both grow at slower rates 
as school size in a way that leads to less rapidly declining shares of the 
vocational curriculum. In contrast, the reduction in the rate of decline in 
the agriculture share of the vocational curriculum as school size increases is 
not matched by a decreasing rate of increase in the number of course credits 
offered. 

Differences between rural and other types of sctioo"^ districts also exist 
within the vocational curriculum among like sized high schools. Table 6 
provides results which are analogous to those reported in Table 4 for the 
academic curriculum. A comparison of the two tables reveals an intriguing 
difference between vocational and academic curricula, offerings. 
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As Table 6 indicates, with the exception of construction trades, none of 
the negative relationships approach statistical significance. Moreover, as is 
perhaps not surprising, the incidence of different agriculture courses is 
positively associated with being In a rural setting. It appears that 
ruralness per se is less of a barrier to offering vocational courses than is 
the case for academic courses. 

Table 6 

Effects of Ruralness on Academic Course 
Offerings — Controlling for School Size 



Subject Effect of Ruralness Signif. 

Agriculture +.78 .009 

Business -.46 .328 

Home Economics -.39 245 

Construction Trades -2.0 .003 

Personal Services -.17 .202 

Mechanical Trades -.33 .466 

Other Vocational -.33 .598 



To the extent that vocational course.*; are more likely than academic 
courses to be provided regionally, and to the def,ree that rural areas are more 
likely to depend more heavily on regionally delivered courses, the absence of 
negative relationships in Table 6 are especially intriguing. One might expect 
the availability of repionally delivered vocav.ional courses to substitute for 
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locally delivered courses more in rural than in the nonrural areas. Thus, one 
might expect to find a larger negative impact of ruralness per se in the 
vocatioral compared to the academic curriculum. Indeed, this is how the 
strong negative relationship between construction trades and ruralness can be 
explained. If this thinking is correct, it is at least plausible that the 
inclusion of regionally provided couri^res would suggest that ruralness is 
positively associated with the availability of vocational courses. 

However, ruralness may inhibit the use of regionally delivered courses, 
because of geographical barriers and long distances. Thus, regional services 
may be less available in rural areas than in non-rural areas of a gi\en .<;ize. 
If this is the case, the addition of regionally delivered vocational services 
would increase the offerings in the non- rural areas more than in the rural 
areas, and a negative impact of ruralness per so on vocational course 
offerings could be revealed. 

Differences Among Types of Courses Within Academic 
Subject Areas 

Finally, we differentiated between advanced or accelerated courses and 
remedial courses within several of the academic subjects we studied. Our 
coding system here differs from what we used elsewhere to conceive of a 
program of courses (see Haller, Monk, Spotted-Bear, Griffith, and Moss, 1990), 
For the analyses reported here, we were more restrictive and counted as 
advanced courses only those courses described with terms like: accelerated, 




advanced placement, college placement, and honors/* For r«2medial courses we 
looked only at courses described as: basic, simplified, practical, survival, 
and reduced pace. Table 7 reports the results for these two types of courses 
in the Fnglish, mathematics, science, and social studies subject areas. For 
foreign language courses, only advanced courses are dealt with since no 
iremedial courses were discerned using the methods we employed. 

Table 7 About Here 
Before turning to the relationship between size and these course 
offerings, it is interesting to look at differences for the whole sample 
across curricular areas. Our results show that science is the subject where 
the most advanced course credits are offered. In science this amounts to 1.1 
different course credits, and this exceeds the .9 we found for English, the .8 
revealed for mathematics, the .4 for social studies, and the .3 for foreign 
languages. Keep in mi.id that these data describe course offerings in the 
early 1980 's and do not reflect the effects of the more recent reform efforts 
to expand the mathematics, science, and foreign language offerings. 

The number of unduplicated remedial course credits is either comparsble 
to (science and social studies) or greater than (English and mathematics) the 
number of unduplicated advanced course credits.. The largest difference 
appears in mathematics where, on average, the high schools offer 1.8 remedial 
courses and .8 advanced courses. Thi- is an intriguing result given that we 
have counted all calculus courses as advanced course credits. 

The Table 7 reveals positive relationships between high school size and 
the number of both advanced and remedial courses available in each of the 



^ The one exception to this method occurred in mathematics where we placed 
all calculus courses in the advanced category. 
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areas we examined. The table also shows that the share of each subject 
specific curriculum devoted to adv^mced and remedial courses (with the 
exception of remedial science where there was no change in the share) 
increases with high school size. These findings suggest that as school size 
increases the number of different "bread and butter** courses grows at a slower 
rate compared to the number of both remedial and advanced courses. 

Going further, it appears that advanced and remedial portions of the 
curriculum do not grow at the same rate. A comparison of the strength of the 
positive effects on share between advanced and remedial courses for each 
subject area suggests that advanced courses grow more rapidly. 

Table 7 also indicates that the rate of growth of both the number of 
credits and the respective share slows as size reaches higher levels in 
several of the subjects. Specifically, the advanced English cour.<:es are so 
characterizf d, as are advanced mathematics, remedial mathematics, advanced 
foreign language, and remedial social studies courses. 

Finally, we see some evidence of the negative relationship between 
ruralness and curricular offerings within this subset of une academic 
curriculum, although, as a comparison of Table 8 with Tables 4 and 6 shows, 
the discrepancies between rural and non- rural high schools are smaller here 
than elsewhere in the curriculum. 

If we use .05 as the criterion significance level, ruralness makes a 
significant difference in the offering of advanced mathemrtics, advanced 
foreign language, and advanced English course credits. Recall from Table 4 
that ruralness makes a significant difference in every academic area except 
English. The absence of large and significant differences in Table 8 in the 
science and social studies areas suggests that what differences exist in these 
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areas between rural and nonruiral schools are confined to courses that arc 
t neither advanced nor remedial in their nature. 

Table 8 

Effects of Ruralness on Academic Course 
Offerings --Control ling for School Size 

Subject Effect of Ruralness Signif . 



Advanced 


English 


-0 


.52 


.000 


Remedial 


English 


-0 


.04 


.809 


Advanced 


Foreign Lang 


-0 


.17 


.037 


Adv. Math and Computer 


-0 


.22 


.014 


Remedial 


Math and Computer 




04 


.797 


Advanced 


Science 


+0. 


02 


.863 


Remedial 


Science 


-0. 


06 


.517 


Advanced 


Social Studies 


-0. 


14 


.062 


Remedial 


Social Studies 


+0. 


02 


. '53 



Section V: Discussion 
These results can be summarized as follows: 

(1) While larger high schools offer larger numbers of different courses 
than do smaller schools, the increase is neither proportionate (in a l-i:o-l 
sensG) nor linear. To be specific, a 1^^% increase in the size of the 
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graduating class is associated with a 3.9% increase in the number of 
unduplicated credits offered. Moreover, the increase is such that its rate 
declines as school size increases. 

(2) A small difference exists in the rate at which academic and 
vocational course offerings grow with school size. A 10% increase in the size 
of the graduating class is associated with a 3.7% increase in academic 
offerings and a 4.2% increase in vocational offerings. Thus, vocational 
offerings occupy a slightly larger share of the high school curriculum in * 
larger compared to smaller high schools. We were surprised at how small this 
difference is given whatever tendency there is for small high schools to offer 
vocational courses through regional delivery systems. 

(3) Large differences in size related growth exist across s ibject 
areas, especially within the academic curriculum. For example, a 10% increase 
in size is on average associated with a 6.7% increase in unduplicated foreign 
language credits; a 2.1% increase in unduplicated social studies credits; a 
5.2% increase in unduplicated visual and performing arts credits; and a 3,0% 
increase in unduplicated mathematics and computer credits. As a result of 
these different rates of growth, the apportionment of courses across subjects 
within the academic curriculum is related to school size. For example, in 
schools with mure than 400 pupils in the graduating class, visual and 
performing arts credits represent upwards of 21% of the different courses 
offered within the academic curriculum. The ^'nalogous figure for the smallest 
high schools (those with fewer than 25 pupils in the graduating class) is 
13.8%. In the vocational area, business, agriculture, and home economics grow 
more slowly than do courses in industrial arts, mechanical trades, 
construction trades, and personal services. 
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(A) Self-designation as a rural high school is associated with fewer 
course offerings, controlling for size. The magnitude of the difference 
varies with the area of the v-arriculum and is mos pronounced in the academic 
area. However, differences between rural and nojN-rural schools in the 
provrision of advanced and remedial academic courses were quite snail. This 
finding suggests that the negative effect of ruralness on the number of 
curricular offerings within the academic curriculum applies primarily to non- 
advanced and non- remedial courses. 

i 

(:>) Finally, larger school size appears to pay more h uJi>ome dividends 
in the advanced compared to the remedial portions of the academic curriculum. 
It appears that schools add advanced courses more rapidly than they do 
remedial courses as their size increases. 

These findings raise important equity issues. Is it fair for .schcol 
size to be related to the share of a curriculum devoted to one area rather 
than another? llnese share differences may reflect dif ^rences In oppcrcunitv 
nhat have implications for both the financing of education as well as the 
organ-' national structure of state schooling systems. Equity issues also arise 
in the rural-nonrural comparisons. Is it fair for students in rural high 
schools to have fewer courses available to them than student:5 in similarly 
sized high -hools elsewhere in the nation? The data indicate that x.. several 
areas, particularly within the academic curriculum, these differences are not 
trivial. Moreover, the fact that the differences exist with controls in place 
for size suggests that the most traditional remedy for *:ural schools' 
proble . namely the confiolidation of small schools into large schools, has 
not succeeded in offsetting this aspect of rural inequality. 
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However, we must be mindful of the fact that these analyses deal 
exclusively with the incidence of different courses. They do not reveal 
differences in the number of sections offered of particular courses, and thus 
cannot be used to reach conclusions about size related differences in the 
share of resourcf^s received by different subjects. Thus, we can not claim 
that our analyses show that proportionately more resources are spent on, say, 
the visual and performing arts in large high schools compared to small high 
schools. In this light, counts of different course credits offered can be * 
interpreted as relative measures of opportunity. The> cannot be so easily 
interpreted as absolute measures of deprivation. 

The findings reveal size related differences in these relative 
opportunities and suggest that (1) both school size and rurality have 
consequences for opportunities provided for students and (2) these 
consequences are distributed unequally across areas of the curriculum. To the 
degree that students differentiate themselves in terras of their curricular 
choices (or are encouraged to do so by others as can be the case when tracking 
is practiced) these inequalities will translate into unequal treatment of 
different categories of students. The point is that whatever curricular 
burden is associated with being enrolled in a small rural school need not be 
evenly distributed across categories of students. Or, equivalent ly, whatever 
curricular advantages attend being enrolled in a large school are not evenly 
distributed across categories of students. 

The findings also raise epistemological issues. For example, why are 
there, on average, more mathematics and English courses than social studies 
and science courses?, or why are there, on average, more business and home 
economics courses than personal service courses?, or why are there, on 
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average, more remedial mathematics courses than advanced mathematics courses? 
Do these differences stem from the intrinsic nature of these subject matters? 
From strte imposed graduation requirements? Or for some other factors, 
perhaps differences in the availability of teachers with the relevant subject 
matter knowledge? Notice how easy it is to beg this question. To answer th-'t 
state requirements are responsible or that it is related to the supply of 
teachers simply invites further questions about why such Influences exist. 

Several caveats need to be made which have implications for future 
research. These analyses permit only the crudest assessments of student 
access to school course offerings. We have been presuming that the mere 
appearance of a course within a school's rriculum means that it is 
reasonably available. All schools face scheduling problems, and there is good 
reason to suspect that school size relates to the nature if not the severity 
of these problems. Further research is needed to ascertain the impact of 
school size on access to available courses. The High School and Beyond data 
include information about course taking behaviors of students. We are hopeful 
that these data will throw light on the role access to courses plays in the 
distribution as well as the utilization of educational opportunities. 

Moreover, the data do not permit an assessment of course quality. 
It is also possible for differences to exist within the sample in how a given 
package of courses is labeled. In other words, two high schools might offer 
the same curriculum but offer substantially different descriptions. Short of 
resorting to a series of case studies, it is hard to conceive of how these 
difficulties can be addressed. 

More work also needs to be done disentangling the effects of rural.iess 
from other background factors. For example, what we are calling a rural 
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effect may be a spurious result stemming from underlying relationships between 
poverty and course offerings and poverty and rurainess. Elsewhere we have 
looked more carefully at measures of poverty and have not found them related 
to course offerings as measured here (sae Monk 1990) . 

Finally, it is worth noting that a replication using more recent data 
would be useful to discern the -^.ffects of the school reform movement . We 
suspect that the states' success at increasing high school graduation 
requirements, particularly in mathematics and science has stimulated the 
growth of courses in these areas. It would be interesting to assess the 
degree to which these additions were in fact add-on's rather than substitutes 
for other course offerings. In other words, schools may have "financed" the 
additional science and mathematics courses in their curriculum by further 
limiting their offerings in other areas. 
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Table 1 

Total Nunber of Unduplfcated Courses (Full Year and Part Year) and Credits by School Size and Rural Status 
(cells contain group mean, standard deviation, and sample size) 



Number of 
Unduplicated Full Year Courses 



Number of 
Unduplicated Part Year Courses 



Number of 
Unduplicated Credits Offered 



Graduating 
Class Size 


Whole 
Sample 


Urban 


Subur 


Rura I 


Who le 
Samp I a 


U r ban 


Subu r 


Pi ira 1 


wn 0 1 e 
Sample 




Subur 


Rura I 


<25 


39.13 
9.97 
72 






39.13 
9.97 
72 


6.41 
10.23 
72 






U.HI 

10.23 
72 


41.52 
12!21 
72 






A1 S5 
H 1 . 3c 

12.21 
72 


25-49 


44.96 
8.28 
95 




44.58 
14.26 
18 


45.05 
6.17 
77 


12.36 
25.06 
95 




16. 33 
13.05 
18 


1 1 .46 
26!97 
77 


so sn 

J\J » JO 

11.83 
95 




so sn 

37 . 3U 

18.97 
18 


HO. 36 

8.26 
77 


50-99 


52.60 
20.99 
134 




51 .21 
20.30 
30 


53.00 
21.17 
103 


23.61 
26.77 
134 




12 .84 
18!l4 
30 


26. 78 
28.05 
103 


Aft ''I 

OO . 1 

27. ol 
134 




AO OT 
OC . CO 

23.03 
30 


7n c 1 
f 0.61 

28.55 
103 


100-199 


68.12 
25.58 
147 


101 .22 
40.95 
3 


73.22 
27.64 
45 


64.70 

::!60 

99 


1 . r O 

30.36 
147 


1"? ?A 

1 J . CO 

25.10 
3 


1 P 1 
29.73 
45 


7? A7 
.Of 

20.62 
99 


flO flA 
Or . OH 

32.00 
147 


1 no ox. 
1 U2 . 2o 

38.62 

3 


Ox nT 

44.11 
45 


ox X o 

86.62 
23.65 
99 


200*299 


93.42 
34.27 
93 


107.49 
45.*05 
19 


91 .25 
3l!41 
45 


R7 Aft 
Or . 00 

27.34 
29 


SI fl7 

J \ ,of 

86.44 
93 


37.48 
19 


A 1 117 
Ol •Of 

118.46 
45 


/ £. n*5 
HO. 02 

30.87 
29 


<8.43 
93 


1 35 .35 
54.49 
19 


1 19.87 
50.13 
45 


120.37 
39.64 
29 


300'399 


101 .50 
40.21 
66 


1 14 .05 
43.^31 
18 


1 ni n? 
39.16 
36 


flC^ AO 
oj . Or 

32.22 
13 


in 
0!> . 1 U 

53.21 
66 


c c on 

33 . yu 
55.89 
18 


7n 1. 1 
70 .OH 

53.09 
36 


62.47 
47.75 
13 


146. 1 ' 
47.11 
66 


156.91 
62.21 

1 o 


147.59 
40.42 
36 


127.29 
32.78 
13 


>400 


114.25 
^5.22 
76 


112.89 
51 .55 
20 


115.71 
59.30 
48 


108.31 
31 AS 
7 


78.29 

Sft AS 
JO » Oj 

76 


71.51 

AH 9S 
OU »Cj 

20 


82.72 

AH LL 
OU . HH 

48 


"XL 9 7 
Jh • C( 

7 


165.17 

CO Cf% 

by . Or 
76 


159.08 
46.24 
20 


163.45 
66. 10 
48 


160.16 
44.52 
7 


Whole 
Sample 


70.63 
39.24 
683 


1 10.88 
46.73 
60 


44.83 
222 


SA LL 

24.89 
401 


OA 
JJ . 70 

51.33 
683 


CO on 
3£ . oU 

53.79 
60 


3 1.3/ 

70.87 
222 


24 .91 
31.31 
401 


93.55 
54.42 
683 


147.80 
55.67 
60 


117.51 
60.92 
222 


72.16 
36.21 
401 


Correlation 
Coef f icient 


.64** 


.08 


.55** 


.62** 


.44** 


.28** 


.36** 


.47** 


.73** 


.19 


.66** 


.74** 


Slope 


.15** 


.02 


.14** 


.16** 


.14** 


.10* 


.14** 


.15** 


.25** 


.07 


.2i** 


.28** 


Evidence 

of Curvi linear i ty 


yes** 


no 


no 


yes** 


yes** 


no 


no 


yes* 


yes** 


no 


no 


yes** 


Elasticity 


.30** 


.13 


.33** 


.24** 


.69** 


.86** 


.79** 


.66** 


.39** 


.31* 


.42** 


.36** 



* = < .05 
*♦ = < .01 
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Gradual 



<25 



25. 



Whole 
SMplt 



24.4 
7.2 



72 



28.6 
6.5 



95 



60.1 
10.2 



57.6 
.6 



Table 2 

OtcoKMsftonof UndupMcated Credit Offerlnst into Acade«<c and Vocational Shares iy School Size and tural Status 
(cells contain group mean, standard deviat ion, and sample size) 



ACAOEHIC 



Urban 



Suburban 
« X 



51.1 
8.6 



18 



56.8 
18.2 



24.4 
7.2 



28.1 
5.5 



72 



60.1 
10.2 



57.7 
4.2 



Whole 
^ Sample ^ 



17.1 
7.4 



72 



21.9 
9.4 



95 



59.9 
10.2 



4&.5 
8.6 



VOCATIONAL 



Suburban 
M X 



28.4 
19.5 



18 



45.2 
18.2 



17.1 
7.4 



20.4 
5.8 



72 



77 



59.9 
10.2 



42.1 
4.4 



30 



100- 19? 



200-299 



500-399 



>400 



Whole 
Sample 



37.6 
11.9 



134 



48.5 
15.4 



67.9 
25.9 



95 



76.9 
20.6 



66 



90.6 
50.9 



76 



51.1 
28. u 



57.5 
9 6 



55.4 
10.9 



56.7 
10.5 



54.4 
10.5 



56.4 
10.7 



56.8 
10.2 



62.7 
:5.9 



.5.5 
25.9 



79.7 
21.0 



18 



88.7 
25.4 



20 



79.8 
24.2 



62.2 
6.8 



56.1 
10.0 



55.8 
11.2 



57.1 
10.4 



56.* 
10.5 



36.3 
12.5 



52.2 
1C.2 



50 



45 



67.5 
50.9 



45 



80.6 
20.7 



91.9 
54.1 



56 



48 



64.7 
52.2 



59.0 
5.4 



58.1 
14.0 



57.6 
11 .7 



56.0 
10.7 



56.4 
11.1 



57.? 
11 .9 



58.1 
11.8 



105 



46.0 
15.1 



99 



64.9 
15.5 



65.0 
14.1 



87.2 
28.9 



59.5 
17.7 



29 



56.9 
10.5 



53.9 
9.1 



55.6 
9.0 



50.6 
8.0 



54.? 
9.1 



56.3 
9.2 



50.8 
18.6 



154 



41.4 
22.5 



54.9 
29.5 



92 



68.1 
55.5 



66 



73.6 
58.4 



76 



42.1 
50.6 



685 



60 



22? 



681 



42.4 
9.6 



44.5 
10.2 



45.1 
9.5 



45.0 
10.2 



45.0 
10.7 



45.0 
9.9 



59.5 
24.5 



61.5 
58.2 



19 



75.7 
49.8 



18 



69.5 
55.7 



20 



67.0 
40.2 



60 



57.8 
6.8 



45.5 
10.2 



45.5 
10.8 



42.2 
10.6 



45.5 
10.5 



25.9 
11.7 



50 



44.4 
52.6 



52.2 
24.6 



65.9 
50.2 



36 



75.6 
42.0 



52.5 
54.7 



220 



40.9 
5.4 



42.5 
12.4 



42.4 
9.6 



45.5 
10.4 



45.1 
11.1 



42.6 
11.0 



52.5 
20.0 



■15 



40.1 
16.5 



99 



54.8 
29.8 



29 



65.5 
24.5 



72.5 
27.0 



52.6 
21.5 



15 



42.8 
10.5 



45.7 
8.9 



45.7 
9.1 



48.9 
7.9 



44.8 
9.7 



45.2 
9.2 



Correlation 
Coefficient 

Slope 

Evidence of 
Curvi linear I ty 

Elasticity 



.77** 
.15** 

yes** 
.57** 



•.07* 

• .00 

yes* 
-.02*- 



.55* 
.05* 



no 
.54* 



.10 
.01 



05 



.68* 
.12* 



.42* 



■ .06 
• .00 



-.00 



* Number of undupl icated credits. 

^ Percent of the total number of undupl icated academic and vocational credits. 

• « p < .05 
•* « p < .01 



.76* 
.14* 



ye. 
.32* 



-.18* 
-.02* 



yes* 
• .04** 



,59** 
.11** 

yes** 
.4?** 



.05 
.00 

yes* 
.02** 



.05 
.01 



.26 



' .11 
• .01 



-.05 



.52** 
10** 

no 



.04 
.00 



.62* 
.14* 



yes" 



.17* 
.02* 



yes* 
.05** 
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Table 3 

Dtco«potU(on of tht Acad««(c Curriculua into Subject Offer -tgs ty School S(zt mnd ftural Statu* 
(eel Is contain flroup «ean, standard deviation, and tMiplt s(zt) 











ENCLtS 




















FOREIGN lAi GUAGE. 












fifAlltiiit Ins 

cuts list 


Whole 
,$ti»>le 




Urban 

f 


X 


Suburban 

« 


X 


Rural 

f 


X 


Whole 
^ Sample 


X 


U^ban 
# X 


^wiburban 

« 


X 


Rural 

f 


X 


<25 


S.S 
1.8 


72 


23.4 
7.0 












5.5 
1.8 


72 


23.4 
6.9 


1.0 
1.7 

72 


3.6 
5.8 








1 .0 
1.7 


72 


3.6 
5.8 


2S-4S 


S.3 
2.3 


95 


18.8 
7.0 






4.8 

1.0 


18 


16.0 
2.4 


5.5 
2.4 


77 


19.5 
7.4 


1.2 
1.3 

95 


4.1 
4.4 




1.3 
1.4 

18 


4.9 
6.2 


1 .2 

l!2 


77 


3.9 
3.9 


50-99 


7.2 
2.7 


131 


19.3 
5.7 






7.0 
2.6 


30 


19.9 
6.0 


7.3 
2.7 


101 


19.1 
5.5 


3.1 
2.0 

134 


7.8 
4.7 




2.9 
2.1 

30 


7.3 
4.7 


3.2 
2^0 


103 


7.9 
4.7 


100- ^99 


9.1 
^.8 


U6 


18.7 
5.0 


9.3 
2.9 

S 


15.2 
1.7 


9.7 
3.4 


44 


18.6 
5.1 


8.9 
3.9 


99 


18.9 
5.0 


6.1 
3.8 

147 


12.2 
5.7 


11.6 18.4 
8.1 9.5 

3 


7.6 
4.5 

45 


13.9 
5.6 


5 

2)9 


99 


11.2 
5.4 


200-299 


11.7 
5.7 


92 


17.2 
5.5 


1',3 
7.4 

19 


16.8 
6.3 


11.2 
5.2 


44 


16.6 

' 0 


12.1 
5.1 


29 


18.3 

5 ; 


10.7 
7.4 

93 


15.0 
7.1 


12.0 16.3 
6.8 7.8 
19 


11.1 
8.8 

45 


14.7 
7.7 


9.4 
5.0 


29 


14.6 
5.8 


3r 0-399 


13.0 
S.2 


66 


17.1 
5.8 


13.3 
6.0 

18 


16.3 
5.3 


13.6 
5.0 


36 




11,0 
3.5 


13 


17.8 
5.4 


12.9 
5.7 

66 


16.6 
5.6 


14.1 18.2 
4.7 5.6 
18 


13.5 
6.5 

3o 


16.3 
5 


9.6 
3.2 


13 


"5.2 
4.5 


> (,00 


15.0 
6.2 


75 


16.6 
4.7 


U.I 

i>.i 

20 


15.9 
4.4 


15.2 
6.4 


48 


16. > 
4.6 


16.3 
6.5 


7 


18.7 
5.2 


15.6 
7.4 

76 


17.3 
7.2 


15.3 17.3 
6.1 5.6 
20 


15.9 
8.2 

48 


17.6 
8.2 


14.1 
5.8 


7 


16.1 
4.0 


Uho I e 
Samp I • 


9.2 
5.2 


679 


1ft 7 
10./ 

6.1 


6.2 

60 


lO. J 

5.3 


11.1 
5.7 


220 


17.5 
5.5 


7.6 
4.0 


399 


19.8 
6.3 


6.6 
6.8 

683 


10.7 
7.6 


13.7 17.3 
6.1 6.6 
60 


9.9 
8.1 

222 


13.6 
7.7 


3.8 
3.9 


401 


8.0 
6.3 


Correlation 
Coefficient 


.62** 


•.22** 


18 


•.04 


.59* 




■.12» 


.57* 




•.15** 


.73** 


.57** 


.27* .C6 


.61** 


.41** 


.76 


• • 


.57** 


Slope 


.02 




•.01** 


.01 


-.00 


.02* 




-.00 


.02* 




•.or 


.03** 


.03** 


.01* .00 


,03** 


.02** 


.03 


• • 


.04*» 


eieittUity 


.30 




•.08*» 


,32 


-.01 


.39* 




-.03 


.25* 




•.07** 


.6. »• 


.32** 


.37* .05 


.74** 


.34** 


.55 




.27»* 


evidence of 


yes 




yes**^ 


no 


no 


no 




no 


yes* 




yes*' 


yes** 


yes** 


no no 


no 


yes** 


yci 




yes** 



Curvi linearity 



* Number of unduplicaud crediU 

^ Percent of tha total number of unduplicatad academic credit* 
^ U-shftp«d. 

♦ p < 05 
c p < 01 




36 



t«blt 3 (continued) 



Craduttinfl 



<2S 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300-399 



> 400 



Uholt 



CorrtUtion 
Cotff fcftnt 

Slopt 

evidence of 
Curvilinearity 

CUtticity 



9^c^.\xM^ of the Actd^ic Curriciilu. «nto Subject 0*<«f«««»ly School $ «• «id «ur-. 
•^^^ (colU contain group •••n, •t«nd«fd deviation, and •••pie 

r . ■ 

HAT«£MATIC$ AHO COHPUTEtS 



•st $t«tu« 



SCUNCE 



.le 
•4«ple 



Urbtn 



Suburban 
f X 



5.0 
1.5 



5.5 
1.1 



72 



95 



7.2 
2.3 



134 



8.9 
2.8 



146 



11.9 
4.5 



92 



12.4 
4.3 



66 



14.0 
5.5 



76 



9.0 
4.5 



21.3 
7.2 



19.7 
3.7 



20.4 
9.4 



18.7 
3.5 



17.6 
4.3 



16.1 
3.9 



15.7 
4.0 



18.7 
6.0 



681 



.65** 
.018* 



yes* 
.30* 



-.28* 
-.01* 



ye***" 
-.08** 



13.0 
5.2 



12.5 
4.3 



19 



13.0 
3.9 



17 



13.6 
4.9 



20 



13.1 
4.5 



60 



.09 
.003 



no 
.11 



21.3 
4.2 



17.4 
4.8 



16.3 
3.4 



15.5 
4.*4 



16.6 
4.5 



■ .29* 

-.01* 

no 
.23* 



J Number of undupliei»t«<l cr«dit«. 

^ ?tfnt of (h« tctftl numb«r of undupUcftt«a Mftdtmlc cr«dtt 
^ U^^ped 
* B p < .OS 
•• a p < 01 



5.7 
1.4 



18 



7.2 
2.0 



30 



9.5 
3.1 



12.4 
5.2 



12.9 
4.4 



36 



14.3 
5.6 



48 



11.; 

5.1 



220 



.56*' 

.02* 

yes* 
.33* 



18.6 
1.1 



20.5 
3.0 



18.1 
3.3 



18.4 
4.4 



16.0 
3.8 



15.9 
3.9 



17.7 
4.0 



-.33* 
..01* 



-.09* 



5.0 
1.5 



5 5 
1.0 



7.2 
2.4 



72 



77 



103 



8.5 
2.3 



99 



10.7 
3.1 



10.1 
3.5 



13.3 
5.8 



7.3 
3.0 



.61* 
.02* 



29 



13 



yes** 
.25** 



21.3 
7.1 



20.0 
4.0 



20.4 
10.5 



18.8 
3.4 



16.6 
3.2 



15.8 
4.3 



14.9 
2.5 



19.6 
6.9 



-.22* 

.02*' 

no 
-.07* 



Vholo 



Urban 



Subur ban 
f X 



3.3 
1.5 



4.0 
1.3 



5.0 
1.9 



72 



95 



134 



5.9 
2.7 



146 



7.9 
3.5 



8.9 
3.1 



10.2 
4.4 



6.2 
3.5 



92 



66 



75 



680 



13.2 
4.7 



14.0 
4.2 



13.4 
3.8 



12.2 
3.8 



11.7 
3.6 



1^.6 
3.3 



11.3 
3.2 



12.6 
3.9 



.62** 
.013* 



yes* 
.32* 



- .20** 

•.005* 

no 
..06*« 



6.5 
3.1 



8.1 

3 7 



19 



8.6 
2.6 



17 



9.5 
3.9 



20 



0.6 
3.5 



.27* 
.006* 

no 

.37** 



10.0 
1.7 



11.6 
5.0 



10.8 
2.7 



10.6 
2.7 



10.9 
3.6 

-.02 

• .00 

no 
.05 



3.7 
.5 



4.7 
2.0 



7.0 
3.1 



8.1 
4.1 



9.6 
3.2 



18 



30 



36 



10 5 
4.t 



&8 



7.8 
4.1 



12.5 
2.5 



13.1 
4.1 



13.3 
4.1 



11.8 
3.3 



12.0 
3.3 



11.5 
3.5 



12.3 
3.7 



219 



.^3** 

.012* 

yes* 
.37** 



-.17* 



..05* 



3.3 
1.5 



4.0 
1.4 



5.1 
1.9 



72 



77 



103 



5.4 
2.3 



7.5 
2.1 



7.4 
2.C 



10.3 
4.1 



5.0 
2.4 



99 



29 



13 



13.2 
4.6 



14.3 
4.4 



13.6 
3.7 



11.8 
3.6 



11.8 
2. ft 



11.6 
3.5 



11.8 
2.4 



13.0 
4.0 



401 



.57- 
.014* 



.26* 



-.17** 

-.007* 

no 
..05** 



38 



39 



Cradu«tffi9 
Clafs Stzt 



<2S 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200*299 



300-399 



Whole 
Sanple 



Correlation 
Coefficient 

Slopr 

Evidence of 
Curvi I tneanty 

Elasticity 



Table 3 (contirujcd) 

Occoiiposition of the Academic Curriculua into Subject Offerings 8y School Siie and Rural Status 
(cells contain group nean, standard deviation, and sample size) 



SOCIAL STUDIES 



Vhole 
Saapta 



3.8 
1.3 



5.0 
2.9 



5.0 
1.6 



72 



95 



131 



5.6 
2.6 



7.B 
3.4 



7.8 
3.7 



9.0 
4.3 



6.1 
3.3 



.48** 
.01** 

yes** 
.21** 



147 



92 



66 



75 



15.9 
3.6 



17.0 
7.3 



13.7 
4.8 



!1.6 
4.4 



11.7 
4.1 



10.1 
3.5 



10.0 
3.5 



12.9 
5.3 



-.37* 
•.01* 



yes** 
-.16* 



6.1 
3.4 



7.3 
3.9 



19 



7.8 
3.6 



18 



6.9 
3.7 



7.9 
3.6 



60 



.22* 

.006 

no 



9.1 
2.9 



9.9 
3.7 



9.7 
3.3 



10.0 
3.1 ■ 



9.8 
3.3 



.05 
.00 



Suburban 
« X 



7.B 
4.7 



18 



5.4 
2.1 



30 



5.3 
2.9 



45 



6.1 
3.5 



8.4 
3.9 



36 



9.1 
4.5 



48 



7.4 
4.0 



220 



.32** 
.007* 

no 



23.3 
6.8 



14.6 
4.1 



10.2 
4.6 



12.2 
4.1 



10.5 
3.8 



10.0 
3.7 



12.3 
5.9 



-.:j* 

-.01* 



yes*' 
-.24* 



3.6 
1.3 



4.3 
1.7 



4.9 
1.5 



72 



77 



101 



5.6 
2.5 



7.7 
3.0 



2.2 



13 



8.9 
4.1 



5.1 
2.3 



339 



.46** 
.011* 



yes** 
.18** 



15.9 
3.6 



15.6 
6.1 



12.: 

5.0 



12.3 
4.1 



12.0 
4.0 



9.9 
2.9 



10.2 
3.3 



13.7 
5.0 



-.30* 
-.02* 



yes**^ 
-.13** 



Vhole 
^ Saople ^ 



3.6 
2.0 



4.2 
2.4 



6.3 
3.6 



59 



95 



128 



7.7 
3.9 



12.3 
7.0 



93 



15.4 
6.0 



19.2 
9.3 



9.3 
7.2 



.70* 
.03* 



yes* 
.52** 



66 



75 



13.8 
7.6 



14.0 
6.7 



15.3 
6.0 



15.7 
6.2 



16.6 
9.2 



19.9 
5.7 



21.1 
6.1 



16.7 
7.2 



.32* 
.01* 



yes* 
.17** 



^ Numb«r of unduphcattd crvditt 

P«rc<nt of th« tot&) numb«r of unduplic*tcd »c»dcmic credits 
^ U>«hap«d, 

• = p < OS 

=r p < OJ 



VISUAL AND PERfORMlNG ARTS 



Suburban 
« X 



9.9 
4.4 



15. . 
9.7 



16.5 
6.0 



19.9 
8.1 



16.9 
8.3 



60 



.27* 
.015* 

no 

.53** 



15.4 
4.1 



20.0 
8.1 



20.9 
5.8 



22.3 
6.1 



20.8 
6.8 



.16 
.01 



no 
19 



5.4 
2.7 



5.4 
2.8 



6.6 
4.8 



11.5 
6.7 



15.7 
6.0 



18 



28 



36 



;9.3 
10.0 



48 



12.1 
8.3 



.64** 

.031* 



16.3 
6.8 



13.3 
4.' 



15.6 
6.4 



18.6 
11.5 



19.4 
5.6 



20.8 
6.2 



17.8 
7.8 



.28* 
.01* 



3.6 
2.0 



3.9 
2.2 



6.5 
3.7 



59 



77 



100 



7.3 
3.4 



11.6 
4.4 



29 



12,9 
5.2 



17.0 
7.0 



6.5 
4.4 



13 



384 



.65** 
.030* 

no 

.45** 



13.6 
7.6 



13.4 
6.5 



15.9 
6.3 



15.7 
6.2 



17.7 
4.5 



20.3 
5.9 



19.6 
3.7 



15.4 

6.6 



.23* 
.02* 



40 



ERIC 



1 

JL 



Table 3 (continued) 

Decomposition of the Academic Curriculum into Subject Offerings By School Size and Rural Status 
(eel Is contain group mean, standard deviation, and sample size) 



OTHER ACADEMIC 



Graduating 
Class Size 



Whole 
^Sampl'? . 



Urban 



Suburban 



Rural 
# X 



< 25 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300-399 



> 400 



Whole 
Sample 



Correlation 
Coefficient 

Slope 

Evidence of 
Curvi linearity 

Eu^r-ticity 



2.9 
1.6 



72 



3.4 
1.7 



95 



4.2 
2.3 



134 



5.2 
2.5 



147 



6.0 
3.3 



92 



6.6 
3.2 



66 



7.9 

5.1 



7? 



5.1 

3 - 

681 

.47** 
.01** 

no 

.29** 



* Number of unduplicated crer jti. 



11.5 
5.6 



12.4 
5.9 



11.2 
5.1 



11.3 
8.0 



8.9 

3.5 



8.7 
3.7 



8.4 
3.4 



10.6 
5.8 



-.21** 
-.01** 

yes*^ 
-.09** 



Percent of the total number of unduplicated academic credit. 
^ '''-shaped. 

ciXlV : p < .01 



6.4 
3.7 



6.1 
2.8 



19 



6.9 
3.2 



18 



7.4 
3.8 



20 



6.8 
3.4 



60 



.21 
.005 

no 
.29 



10.6 
4.4 



8.3 
2.8 



8.7 
3.2 



8.3 
3.5 



8.5 
3.3 



-.02 
-.00 

no 
-.04 



2.3 
1.1 



18 



4.2 
2.4 



30 



5.2 
2.1 



45 



6.1 
3.8 



44 



6.8 
3.3 



36 



8.2 
5.7 



48 



5.9 
4.0 

220 

.45** 
.010** 

.lO 

.37** 



8.4 
4.9 



12.3 
6.8 



11.6 
12.6 



9.2 
3.7 



8.6 
3 9 



8.4 
3.4 



9.8 
7.1 



-.12* 
'.01 

no 

'.05* 



2.9 
1.6 



72 



3.7 
1.7 



77 



4.3 
2.2 



103 



5.1 
2.6 



99 



5.9 
2.8 



29 



5.8 
2.5 



13 



7.2 
2.9 



4.3 
2.4 

401 

.38^^ 
.010** 

Yes* 
.26** 



11.5 
5.6 



13.3 
5.8 



10.9 
4.5 



11.2 
4.7 



9.0 
3.6 



9.4 
3.7 



8.7 
3.3 



11.3 
5.1 



-.19** 
-.01** 

no 

-.05* 



43 



Graduating 
CUtt SUt 



<2S 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300 •399 



^ 400 



UhoU 
Sample 



Tables 

Decoi^sitionof the Vocational Curricului into Subject Offerings by Schools Siie and Rural Status 
(cells contain group mean, standard deviation, and sanplt size) 



AGRICULTURE 



UhOlt 

,b 



1.6 

2.0 



2.0 
2.4 



3.9 
2.9 



3.4 

3.2 



72 



95 



134 



147 



2.9 
3.8 



93 



2.7 
3.6 



2.2 
3.5 



76 



2.8 
3.2 



11.0 
15.5 



9.1 
11.2 



13.2 
9.5 



8.2 
6.9 



5.0 
6.2 



3.9 
5.2 



2.8 
4.2 



8.1 
9.7 



0.0 
0.0 



1.9 
3.7 



19 



2.2 
4.6 



1.5 
2.9 



20 



1.8 
3.7 



0.0 
0.0 



2.8 
4.8 



2.4 
3.5 



2.0 
3.7 



2.3 
4.0 



Suburban 
# X 



2.2 



3.3 
2.7 



18 



30 



3.3 
3.9 



45 



2.8 
3.7 



45 



2.2 
2.7 



36 



2.2 
3.5 



2.7 
3.3 



683 



60 



48 



222 



6.4 
4.8 



13.9 
12.2 



6.8 
7.8 



4.7 

3.7 



3.1 
4.3 



2.6 

3.8 



5.8 
7.7 



1.6 
2.0 



1.9 

2.5 



4.1 

2.9 



3.6 
2.8 



3.7 
3.8 



4.7 

:.7 



4.3 
4.3 



3.1 
3.0 



Rural 
# X 



72 



103 



99 



29 



13 



401 



11.0 
15.5 



9.7 
12.1 



13.0 
8.6 



9.1 
6.3 



6.7 
7.2 



7.9 
7.2 



6.2 
6.1 



10.3 
10.5 



Uholt 
y Samplt y 



5.7 
2.3 



72 



6.2 
2.0 



8.1 
4.2 



134 



10.5 
4.5 



14.2 
5.5 



93 



16.1 
6.1 



66 



17.7 
7.6 



76 



10.8 
6.3 



35.9 
11.6 



30.6 
9.6 



28.4 
10.3 



27.4 
8.9 



29.0 
10.8 



25.9 
9.0 



26.5 
11.1 



28.9 
10.5 



Urban 



Suburban 



12.8 
4.4 



16.7 
7.6 



19 



18.1 
7.6 



18 



17.7 
7.0 



20 



17.3 
7.3 



34.8 
5.8 



30.4 
12.6 



27.0 
8.2 



27.6 
12.1 



28.7 
11.2 



6.8 
2.5 



6.9 
2.8 



30 



10.6 
6.2 



45 



13.2 
5.1 



45 



15.5 
5.6 



36 



17.5 
6.0 



48 



12.6 
6.9 



31.0 
12.7 



27.9 
7.9 



2"/.5 
2.7 



27.3 
10.1 



25.7 
10.0 



:6.o 

U.I 



27.3 
10. i 



Rural 
« X 



5.7 
2.3 



6.2 
1.8 



8.5 

'4.4 



72 



103 



10.4 
3.5 



99 



14.2 
3.8 



29 



i;.9 

4.2 



18.7 
7.1 



8.8 
4.6 



683 



60 



401 



35.9 
11.6 



30.6 
8.8 



28.6 
10.9 



27.2 
6.5 



29.8 
10.3 



24.8 
6.5 



26.9 
7.5 



29.9 
10.0 



Correlation 
Coefficient 

Slope 

Evidence of 
"•irvil ineari ty 



.02 
.00 



-.31* 
-.02* 



-.04 
•.00 



•.04 



-.06 
-.00 



•.33* 
-.01* 



yes* 



.22** 
.01** 

yes** 



•.12* 
• .01* 



.62** 
.02** 

yes** 



..17*- 
■ .01** 

yes* 



.07 
.00 



.08 
.01 



.5S* 
.02* 



■ .11* 
•.01 



.63* 



yes* 



•.21* 
•.02* 



* Numb«r of undupUckttd credit* 

^ P«fx«nt of th« total number of undupl»c»ted vocational credit 



' U>«hap«d 

• c p < 05 

• = p < 01 



44 



id 

ERIC 



45 



Or«du«ttnt 
CUtt Ittt 



<25 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300-399 



>400 



Uholc 
Sampl • 



Corrtt«tton 
Coefficient 

Slope 

evidence of 
Cupvf I intipf ty 



Oeconpotftfon of Vpc.t !o«el Cur^!cul!lS^^U^^u6Ji2t Of fering. by Schoo« • Site and tur«t Status 
<celU contiin group iiein. fttndtrd dev!«t!on. and siiipU site) 



HPNE ECONOMICS 



Whole 

-iMipU . 



Urben 



Suburban 
« X 



4.3 
2.6 



72 



4.S 

1.2 



95 



5.6 
3.2 



134 



6.0 
3.1 



147 



7.5 
4.0 



93 



6,7 
5.C 



66 



9.2 
4.9 



76 



6.4 
3.9 



683 



.41«* 
.01** 

yet* 



22.7 
12.5 



23.9 
7.5 



21.0 
11.9 



15.5 
6.2 



14.7 
5.6 



13.6 
5.2 



12.9 
4.7 



17.9 
9.3 



-.36* 
•.02* 



yet* 



6.6 
3.2 



6.1 
5.4 



19 



10.2 
7.4 



18 



8.9 
3.8 



20 



8.9 
5.6 



60 



.01 

..00 



18.2 
4.2 



13.4 
5.1 



14.1 
5.9 



13.6 
4.1 



13.9 
5.1 



.07 
.00 



5.6 

1.5 



18 



5.6 
2.8 



30 



6.4 
3.8 



45 



6.9 
2.7 



45 



8.3 
3.7 



36 



9.4 
5.2 



48 



7.3 
4.0 



.38* 

.01- 



f Number of undupUcfttcd er«diu. 

Percent of the totti number of undupUkted vocational credit*. 
^ U-thtped. 

• a p < OS 
= p < 01 



27.7 
13.0 



21.5 
7.6 



15.9 
6.6 



14.4 
5.5 



13.5 
5.2 



12.8 
5.0 



16.2 
8.0 



•.40* 
•.02* 



Rurel 



4.3 
2.8 



72 



4.6 
1.1 



5.7 
3 3 



103 



5.8 
2.6 



99 



8.2 
4.4 



7.9 
3.3 



9.0 
5.5 



5.6 
3.2 



.35* 
.01* 



22.7 
12.5 



23.0 
5.1 



20.9 
12.9 



15.3 
6.1 



16.0 
5.8 



13.1 
4.2 



12.0 
4.2 



19.5 
10.1 



•.30* 
-03** 



Uhote 
^ S««ple ^ 



1.0 
1.6 



72 



1.2 
1.5 



95 



2.0 
2.5 



134 



2.7 
2.6 



W7 



3.6 
3.9 



93 



4.7 
4.6 



66 



5.4 
5.4 



76 



2.8 
3.6 



683 



.3e* 

01* 



3.9 
6.4 



4.8 
4.8 



6.0 
5.4 



6.3 
4.7 



6.0 
4.8 



6.5 
4.8 



6.4 
4.5 



5.8 
5.1 



.09** 
.002* 

no 



INDUSTRIAL ARTS 



Urben 



2.9 
2.2 



3.5 
4.4 



19 



5.2 
5.3 



18 



5.9 
6.2 



20 



4.7 
5.4 



60 



.09 
.00 



8.7 
5.5 



4.7 
4.1 



6.3 
3.9 



7.2 
5.5 



6.2 
4.7 



.09 
.00 



Suburban 



2.1 
2.3 



18 



1 .4 
1.9 



30 



2.7 
2.9 



45 



3.9 
3.6 



4.0 
2.8 



36 



5.1 
5.2 



48 



5.5 
3.9 



222 



.32* 
.01* 



5.0 
3.8 



4.4 
4.9 



6.1 
4.9 



7.1 
5.3 



5.9 
4.8 



6.0 
3.9 



5.9 
4.8 



.06 
.00 



fturai 



1.0 
1.6 



72 



1.0 
1.1 



2.2 
2.6 



103 



2.8 
2.8 



3.2 
3.8 



29 



5.7 
5.! 



13 



5.9 
4.9 



2.1 
2.8 



401 



.39* 
.01» 



5.9 
6.4 



4.7 
4.9 



6.4 
5.4 



6.3 
4.5 



5.3 
3.9 



8.4 
5.5 



7.2 
5.0 



.13* 
.01* 



ERIC 



46 



47 



Ora4u«t)iH> 
CUM tlx* 



<Z5 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300-399 



> 400 



UhoU 
Sample 



Uhott 
SMiptt 



0.4 
0.6 



72 



1.0 
1.7 



95 



1.6 
2.5 



134 



3.2 
4.2 



147 



4.4 

6.5 



93 



6.5 
7.8 



66 



6.6 
6.7 



76 



3.2 
5.2 



1.8 
3.0 



3.7 
5.1 



4.0 
4.4 



6.8 

6.5 



6.4 
5.8 



7.8 
6.4 



7.8 
5.1 



5.4 

5.7 



Table 5 (cot tinued) 

0«c«»o»*tJooof tht Voc»tJon»l Curriculum lnto$ub:»ct Of fering* by $ch©«li $Im •ndRurtl Status 
(ctlU contain group mtan, ftandaro deviation, and tanpl* tlie) 



MECHANICAL TKAOES 



Suburban 
i X 



0.8 
^4 



6.5 
9.6 



19 



7.8 
10.4 



18 



5.5 
6.0 



20 



6.2 
8.7 



683 



60 



1.3 
2.1 



8.1 
7.3 



8.1 
6.4 



6.9 
4.3 



7.3 
6.2 



2.3 
2.9 



18 



0.9 
1.1 



30 



3.1 
5.6 



45 



3.5 
3.2 



45 



6.4 
6.8 



36 



7.1 

7.3 



48 



4.2 
5.7 



4.4 

5.6 



3.0 
3.2 



4.6 
4.7 



6.0 
4.4 



7.9 
6.7 



8.2 
5.4 



6.0 
5.4 



lural 



0.4 
0.6 



0.7 
1.1 



1.8 
2.8 



103 



3.3 
3.4 



4.4 

7.5 



29 



5.3 
5.5 



13 



5.9 
4.2 



2.1 
3.6 



1.8 
3.0 



3.6 
4.9 



4.3 
4.7 



8.0 
6.9 



5.6 
6.3 



6.9 
5.1 



7.8 
4.6 



4.9 
5.7 



Whole 
Sample 



2.4 
2.7 



72 



3.3 
3.5 



95 



3.9 
4.6 



134 



8.3 
8.2 



147 



10.2 
8.4 



93 



14.3 
9.6 



66 



14.2 
9.6 



76 



7.6 
6.3 



222 



683 



13.0 
13.7 



12.9 
9.4 



10.3 
8.1 



18.5 
9.1 



17.5 
7.6 



20.1 
7.7 



18.7 

7.0 



15.6 
9.7 



CONSTRUCT ION TKAOES 



9.2 
6.4 



12.1 
12.3 



15.2 
12.4 



12.5 
8.3 



20 



13.0 
11.0 



60 



20.6 
7.0 



17,3 
8.5 



19.4 
6.3 



17.8 
8.2 



18.3 
7.8 



Suburban 



5.5 
6.7 



3.1 
2.7 



30 



10.5 
11.1 



45 



9.9 
7.1 



45 



14.5 
9.0 



36 



1S.1 
10.3 



48 



10.6 
9.6 



222 



11.0 
12.8 



10.7 
7.8 



21.7 
10.1 



17.9 
7.1 



21.3 
8.6 



19.3 
6.6 



18.0 
9.5 



Itural 
i X 



2.4 
2.7 



72 



2.8 
1.8 



77 



4.1 
5.0 



103 



r.3 

6.2 



99 



9.6 
6.9 



29 



12.3 
7.7 



13 



12.6 
6.8 



5.2 
5.7 



401 



15.0 
13.7 



13.4 
8.* 



10.1 
8.2 



16.9 
8.3 



17.1 
7.8 



17.9 
6.4 



17.3 
5.8 



13.8 
9.8 



Correlation 
coefficient 

Slope 

Evidence of 
CurvUintarity 



.39* 
.01» 

yet* 



.27* 
.01* 



'.03 
-.00 



-.03 
-.00 



.37* 
.01* 



.30* 
.01»« 

no 



.41* 
.02* 

yes* 



.26* 
.02* 



.48" 
.02*^ 



.25* 
.01* 



-.02 
■ .001 

no 



-.04 
-.002 

no 



.38' 
.02* 



.19* 
.01* 



.49* 
.03* 



.18* 
.02' 



^ Numb«r of undupUc»t«d cr«dit«. 

P«rc«nt of tht told number of unduplicattd vorational credit 
^ U.ih»p«d. 
• =« p < 05 
*' = p < .01 



48 



I ERIC 



43 



CUM tu« 



T«bl« 5 (continued) 

0«coapes{^{onOf tha Vocationtl CurrUulua Into Subject Off«r<ni« by School* SUo ond Rurol Stotuo 
(collo contain group Mon, ttondord doviotton, ond oMiplo 



Vholo 
.SMplo 



Urbon 



— — 



Suburban 
i X 



OTHER VOCATIONAL 



Rurol 



Uholo 
0 X 



Urb«n 



SutMirbon 



fturol 



25-49 



50-99 



100-199 



200*299 



300-399 



> 4O0 



Uholo 
Somplo 



0.0 
0.0 



72 



0.0 
0.0 



95 



0.2 
0.7 



13* 



0.7 
1.7 



H7 



0.8 
1.5 



93 



0.6 

1.6 



66 



1.1 
2.1 



76 



0.5 
1.4 



683 



0.0 
0.0 



O.O 
0.0 



0.« 
1.3 



1 * 

2 ^ 



1.0 
2.2 



0.9 
1.7 



1.3 
2.8 



0.7 
1.9 



0.3 
1.3 



1.1 
2.2 



1.2 
2.0 



18 



0.« 
0.9 



20 



0.6 
1.8 



60 



0.3 
1.1 



1.2 
2.5 



1.1 
1.8 



0.5 
1.0 



0.9 
1.8 



0.0 
0.0 



18 



0.2 
0.4 



30 



0.9 
2.1 



45 



0.9 
1.8 



45 



0.8 
1.5 



36 



1.3 
2.3 



48 



0.8 
1.8 



0.0 

0.0 



0.6 
1.3 



1.1 
2.3 



1.2 
2.4 



1.0 
1.7 



1.6 
3.2 



1.0 
2.3 



0.0 

0.0 



72 



0.0 
0.0 



77 



0.2 
0.8 



103 



0.6 
1.6 



99 



0.6 
1.6 



29 



0.4 
1.0 



13 



1.0 
2.3 



0.3 
1.1 



222 



401 



0.9 
0.0 



0.0 
0.0 



0.3 
1.3 



1.2 
2.6 



0.6 
1.5 



0.5 
1.2 



1.1 
2.6 



0.5 
1.6 



1.8 
1.6 



72 



3.2 
2.2 



95 



S.4 
5.3 



134 



6.3 
4.8 



147 



10.5 
8.3 



93 



14.3 
9.4 



66 



17.4 
11.8 



76 



7.8 
8.3 



683 



11.7 
11.7 



14.9 
9.7 



16.7 
11.1 



15.6 
10.5 



19.4 
11.3 



21.4 
10.3 



23.7 
10.0 



17.3 
11.2 



6.7 
5.1 



11.3 
6.2 



19 



15.7 
7.5 



18 



17.0 
10.9 



20 



14.2 
9.3 



16.1 
6.4 



22.1 
14.0 



22. C 
9.6 



24.6 
10.9 



22.4 
11.4 



3.9 

2.2 



18 



4.5 
3 ! 



30 



6.2 
5.7 



45 



9.9 
8.4 



45 



14.3 
10.6 



36 



18.0 
12.8 



48 



10.4 
10.1 



222 



U.6 
6.8 



18.1 
11.1 



103 



14.3 
10.5 



18.8 
10.7 



21.6 
11.4 



23.7 
10.0 



IV. 0 
1C'.9 



1.8 
1.6 



72 



3.1 
2.2 



77 



5.7 
5.7 



6.4 
4.4 



99 



10.9 
9.3 



29 



12.4 
5.4 



13 



14.9 
7.6 



5.4 
5.6 



401 



11.7 
11.7 



14.9 
10.2 



16.3 
11.1 



16.1 
10.7 



18.6 
10.4 



20.6 
8.6 



21.4 
8.4 



Corrolotlon 
CoofficUnt 

Slopo 



.25** 
.002* 



.19** 
.002* 



-.12 
*.001 



•.12 
-.001 



.22** 
.002* 



.15* 
.002* 



,23" 
.003* 



.19" 
.00^* 



.59* 
.03* 



.30* 
.02* 



.21* 

.01 



.15 
.01 



.55* 
.03* 



.30** 
.02** 



.52* 
• OJ* 



.19*' 
.02* 



Evfdonco of 
CurviltnoorJty 



ye$* 



no 



no 



no 



no 



no 



yes* 



no 



yc«* 



^ KumUr of undupUcated cftou. 

^ P«re«nt of tbo total numb«r of unduplicattd vociktion»i credits 
c U<»htp«d. 

• =E p < .05 
e p < 01 



ERLC 



59 



51 



0«Ci«po«ltfonof S«l«ct«dAcMlMicsU>J«cU (ntP Adv«nc«d Mid X«iwd(«l Off«r(nf«« lyScliool S(x« Mid Rur«l sutut 
(c*Us contain sroupM«n, tt«f>d«rd <i*vf«t<on, and 



AOVANCeO CN6L1SN 



REMEDIAL ENGLISH 



CU«« SU« 



<2$ 



$0-99 



100*199 



200*299 



500*599 



> 400 



WhoU 



Correlation 
Co«ff IcUnt 

Slop* 

Cvid«nc« of 

Curv{Ur>««rit)r 



Urb«n 



0.0 
0.0 



72 



0.0 
0.0 



95 



0.2 
0.6 



154 



1.4 
1.8 



147 



1.5 
1.8 



93 



1.8 
1.7 



66 



2.0 
1.9 



76 



0.9 
1.6 



685 



.42** 
.004** 



0.0 

0.0 



0.0 
0.0 



5.7 
8.8 



15.4 
15.7 



12.0 
15.0 



15.9 
12.1 



12.2 
10.5 



7.9 
12.6 



.51* 
.02* 



2.1 22.2 

1.5 10.8 
5 

1.7 11.8 

2.5 15.3 
19 

2.0 14.5 

1.6 11.2 
18 

2.0 15.5 

1.8 10.1 
20 

1.9 15.7 
1.9 11.7 

60 



.04 -.04 
.000 ..00 



Suburban 



0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
18 

0.: 5.1 

0.7 10.7 
50 

2.0 19.5 

2.1 18.7 
45 

1.6 14.2 
1.8 16.3 

45 

1.8 14.5 

1.7 13.1 
36 

1.9 11.6 
1.9 10.6 

46 

1.5 1? i 

1.8 14.8 
222 



.25»» .08 
.003** .01 



no 



yet* 



tur«l 



0.0 
0.0 



72 



0.0 
0.0 



77 



0.2 
0.6 



103 



1.1 
1.6 



99 



1.0 
1.5 



29 



1.4 
1.6 



13 



2.0 
2.0 



0.5 
1,1 



401 



.42** 
.005* 

yet** 



0.0 
0.0 



0.0 
0.0 



3.5 
8.2 



10.3 
15.5 



8.9 
13.7 



11.7 
11.1 



13.0 
12.5 



4.6 
10.0 



.37* 
.04* 

y«$* 



Uhol« 



0.8 9.0 

1.5 17.2 
72 

0.4 4.2 
0.8 9.0 
95 

0.4 4 4 

1.0 8.9 
154 

1.0 8.4 

1.6 12.0 
U7 

1.4 10.4 
1.9 12.9 

93 

1.5 10.2 
1.9 12.6 

66 

1.8 10.3 

2.1 11.5 
76 

1.0 7,7 

1.6 12.2 
683 



.28*« ,15* 
.005** .01* 

no no 



Urban 
« X 



Suburban 



0.1 1.4 

0.8 7.3 
3 

1.6 11.0 
2.3 14.7 

19 

1.7 9.4 
^.3 11.6 

18 

1.7 10.5 

2.1 13.9 
20 

1.6 9.8 

2.2 13.1 
60 



.06 .045 
.001 .00 

no no 



^ NuiDb«r of uAdupUcAUd crwiiu. 

• » p < .0$ V 

= p < .01 ' 



0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 
18 

0.1 1.5 

0.5 3.4 
30 

1.2 10.9 

1.5 13.3 
45 

1.5 12.2 

1.9 15.8 
45 

1.4 10.3 

1.8 12.9 
36 

1.8 10.3 

2.1 10.9 
48 

1.2 8.8 
1.8 12.0 

222 



.32** .20* 
.003** ,01* 

no yes* 



0.8 
1.5 



72 



0.4 
0.8 



77 



0.5 
1.1 



103 



0.9 
1.6 



99 



1.0 
1.4 



1.4 
1.8 



1.6 
1.7 



0.7 
1.4 



.17** 
.002* 

no 



29 



13 



9.0 
17.2 



5.1 
9.8 



5.5 
9.8 



7.5 
11.4 



7.4 
10.0 



It.O 
14.1 



9.1 
9.1 



6.9 
12.0 



.06 
.01 

no 



52 



1 

I 



53 



CrtdiMttng 
Class Size 



<25 



25'49 



50*99 



100*199 



200*299 



300*399 



> 400 



Whole 
Ssiiple 



Correlstion 
Coefficient 

Slope 

evidence of 
Curvlllnesrity 



Table 7 (continued) 

Otco«po«Ulooof Selected Ac«de«tc Subjects into Advanced end KeiMdieC Offerings. School Size end turel Status 
<cel Is contain group nean, standard deviation, and sample size) 



AOVANCCp NATHENATICS 



Whole 

Saaple . 



Urban 



0.3 
0.4 



n 



0.1 
0.3 



9. 



0.2 
0.4 



134 



0.9 
1.0 



147 



t.3 
1.2 



93 



1.7 
1.3 



66 



2.1 
1.5 



76 



0.8 
1.2 



683 



.58** 
.004* 



yes* 



4.C 
8.1 



1.8 
4.9 



2.3 
4.7 



8.9 
9.3 



9.7 
8.2 



13.2 
8.9 



14.9 
8.3 



7.4 
8.6 



.47* 
.03* 



1.1 
2.1 



1.3 
1.2 



19 



1.9 
1.4 



18 



2.0 
1.4 



20 



1.7 
1.4 



60 



.21 
.002 

no 



5.3 
9.9 



9.5 
7.5 



13.7 
8.2 



13.8 
8.2 



11.9 
8.3 



.25* 
.01 



Suburban 
« X 



0.0 
0.0 



18 



0.4 
0.5 



30 



1.1 
1.1 



45 



1.3 
1.3 



45 



1.7 
1.3 



36 



2.2 
1.6 



46 



1.3 
1.4 



222 



.51** 
.004* 

no 



^ Numbtr of unduplicmted crtdiU. 
Percent of tht tot«i number of tnduphcmted credit* m the indicmted subject < 

* U-thsp^l 

* = p < 05 
= p < 01 



0.0 
0.0 



5.1 
6.5 



9.8 
9.6 



9.3 
7.9 



13.3 
9.2 



15.4 
8.0 



10.1 
9.1 



.43-* 
.02** 

yes* 



Rural 



0.3 
0.4 



72 



0.1 
0.3 



O.t 
0.3 



103 



0.8 
0.9 



1.1 
1.0 



29 



1.3 

1.1 



1.9 
1.6 



0.5 
0.6 



401 



.51** 
.004* 

no 



4.8 
8.1 



2.2 
5.4 



1.4 
3.6 



8.6 
9.2 



10.3 
9.2 



11.9 
9.4 



14.7 
11.0 



5.2 
8.1 



.39* 
.03- 



Whole 
# X 



0.6 
0.7 



72 



0.8 
0.6 



95 



1.3 
1.2 



134 



1.7 
1.3 



147 



2.9 

2.0 



93 



2.7 
1 T 



66 



2.6 
1 .9 



76 



1 

1./ 



683 



,45** 
.005* 

yes** 



9.6 
11.5 



13.8 
10.3 



17.9 
15.6 



18.5 
11.7 



23.6 
13.4 



21.0 
11.5 



19.9 
10.5 



17.9 
13.0 



.18* 
.01* 



Urban 



1.5 
1.4 



3.4 
2.1 



2.8 
1.6 



18 



2.8 
1.8 



2.9 
1.9 



' .02 
-.000 

no 



REMEOIAL MATHEMATICS 



12.9 
13.4 



26. J 
13.0 



20.8 
10.2 



20.5 
10.6 



21.9 
11.7 



-.06 
-.00 

no 



Suburban 
# X 



0.4 
0.5 



18 



0.5 
0.8 



30 



1.5 
.2 



2.9 
2.1 



45 



3.C 
2.0 



36 



2.9 
2 0 



2.1 
1.9 



222 



.43** 
.005** 



yes* 



8.5 
9.9 



7.9 
11. C 



16.0 
10.8 



22.9 
13.5 



22.1 
11.2 



19.5 
10.3 



17.4 
12.5 



.27* 
.02* 



0.6 
0.7 



72 



0.8 
0.6 



77 



1.5 
1 .2 



103 



1.8 
1.3 



2.6 
1.8 



1 .9 
1.5 



13 



2.9 

2.2 



1 .4 
1.3 



.39** 
.005* 

yes** 



9.6 
11.5 



15.0 
10.1 



20.6 
15.4 



19.9 
11.9 



23.1 
13.8 



16.0 

i;.2 



20.6 
12.4 



17.5 
13.4 



.17* 
.02* 



ERLC 



54 




J Numbtr of undupUc»Ud c«dit«. 
« V-^T^ ^""^^^ """^ undupHcafd c^iU in th« Indicafd «ubj«ct 
• = p < OS 

=s p < 01 



57 



56 



ERIC 



Ctaas S(z« 



<2S 



50-99 



100-199 



200-299 



300-399 



> 400 



Whole 
Sample 



Correlation 
Coefficient 

Slop^/ 

Evidence of 
Curvi I inearity 



> ^"^^•""^•*'^««^oup»t«n, tttndird deviation, •ndtaaipl* •lit) 



AOVANCEO SOCIAL STUOUS 



WfloU 
.Swupta . 



Urban 



0.0 
0.0 



72 



0.2 
0.7 



95 



0.1 
0.3 



134 



0.4 

0.9 



U7 



0.6 

0.9 



93 



0.8 
1.0 



66 



1.0 
1.1 



76 



0.4 

o.a 



683 



.37** 

.002* 

no 



0.0 
0.0 



1.3 
5.2 



2.1 
8.0 



s.s 
11.4 



6.3 

9.2 



10.3 
11.7 



9.9 
10.5 



4.7 
9.6 



.33" 
.02** 

yet** 



^.1 



0.4 
0.8 



0.9 
1.2 



19 



18 



0.9 
1.1 



20 



0.8 
i.1 



60 



.15 
.001 

no 



16.7 
16.6 



4.4 
7.6 



9.8 
11.2 



9.4 
10.4 



8.4 
10.4 



.13 
.01 



Suburban 
f X 



1.0 
1.5 



18 



0.0 
0.0 



0.2 
0.5 



45 



0.6 
1.0 



45 



0.9 
1.0 



36 



1.0 
1.1 



46 



0.6 
1.0 



222 



.29** 
.002* 

no 



J Number of undupHcated cnditt. 

* U*i^?ld/ unduplicated <r«diU in iht ind»€.tri lubject „t» 

• = P < .06 
= P < .01 



7.1 
10.4 



0.0 
0.0 



2.2 
5.7 



6.8 
9.1 



11.8 
12.7 



10.5 
10.9 



6.6 

10.0 



.32* 
.02* 



Rural 



'J.O 
0.0 



72 



O.u 

0.0 



77 



0.1 
0.3 



103 



0.5 
1.0 



99 



0.5 
0.9 



29 



0.4 
0.6 



0.7 
0.6 



0.2 
0.6 



401 



.30** 
.002** 

yes** 



0.0 
0.0 



0.0 

0.0 



2.7 

9.1 



6.6 

12.6 



6.7 
10.2 



7.0 
9.4 



7.2 

8.6 



3.2 

?.0 



.26* 
.03* 



yes** 



Whole 
g Saaipla ^ 



0.1 
0.2 



72 



0.0 



?5 



0.3 
0.4 



134 



0.4 

0.5 



0.5 
0.5 



93 



0.6 

0.7 



66 



0.6 
0.7 



76 



0.4 
0.5 



663 



.31** 
.001* 

ye$** 



2.1 
4.4 



0.5 
2.1 



6.0 
8.1 



6.5 
8.1 



6.3 
6.7 



7.0 
7.0 



6.2 
6.6 



5.1 
7.1 



.16* 
.01*' 



REMEDIAL SOCIAL STUDIES 



Urban 
« X 



Suburban 
« X 



0.4 
0.3 



45 



0.4 
0.5 



19 



0.6 
0.6 



0.5 
0.6 



20 



0.5 
0.7 



.12 
.001 

no 



11.0 
12.0 



5.6 
3.3 



6.4 
7.0 



5.1 

S.9 



6.0 
/.3 



-.07 
-.00 



0.0 

0.0 



18 



0.2 
0.4 



30 



0.4 
0.5 



0.5 
0.5 



45 



0.6 
0.6 



36 



0.7 
0.7 



46 



0.4 
0.6 



.30** 

.001* 

no 



0.0 
0.0 



3.1 
5.9 



6.3 
8.4 



6.7 
6.9 



7.0 
6.7 



6.8 
7.0 



5.7 
7.1 



222 



.18* 
.01* 



0.1 
0.2 



72 



0.0 
0.1 



77 



0.4 
0.5 



103 



0.4 
0.5 



0.5 
0.6 



29 



0.4 
0.5 



0.6 
0.7 



0.3 
0.5 



401 



.30** 
.001** 

yes** 



2.1 
4.4 



0.6 
2.3 



6.8 
6.4 



6.4 
7.8 



6.1 
5.6 



7.9 
6.4 



5.3 
5.6 



4.6 

7.U 



.21** 
.02** 

yes** 



ERLC 



58 



53 



Correlati on 
Coefficient 

Slope 

Evidence of 
Curviiinearity 



0«ec.|>o.1tion of Selected Ac«le«ic Subject, into Adv.nc^^Vn^R^Jil^uf Offering.. By School sf xe .nd Rural Status 

(cells contain group mean, standard deviation, and sample size) 



ADVANCED FOREIGN LANGUAGES 


Graduating 
r 1 Aft* CI 9* 


Whole 
.Sample 
#■ 




Urban Suburban 
# X # 


X 


# 


Rural 


X 


< 25 


0.0 
0.0 


72 


0.0 
0.0 






0.0 
0.0 


72 


0.0 
0.0 


?5*40 


0.0 

OeO 


95 


0.0 
0.0 


0.0 
0.0 

18 


0.0 
0.0 


0.0 
0.0 


77 


0.0 
0.0 




0.0 
0.1 


134 


0.3 

2.4 


0.0 
0.0 

^0 


0.0 
0.0 


0.0 
0.2 


103 


0.4 
2.7 


»oo* lyy 


0.1 
0.3 


147 


0.7 
2.0 


0.3 3.6 0.2 
0.6 6.5 0.4 

3 45 


1.4 
4.5 


0.0 
0.2 


99 


0.2 
1.5 


200-299 


0.4 
0.9 


93 


2.8 

6.0 


O.A 2.2 0.5 
1.0 . 5.0 1.0 

19 45 


3.5 
6.4 


0.3 
0.8 


29 


2.2 
6.0 


300-399 


0.8 

1.7 


66 


4.6 
7.7 


1.0 6.1 1.0 
1.3 8.1 2.0 

18 36 


5.2 
8.4 


0.1 
0.3 


13 


0.9 
2.7 


> 400 


1.2 
1.7 


76 


6.1 
7.4 


1.3 7.3 1.2 
1.^ 7.3 1.9 

20 h8 


6,1 
7.6 


0.6 
1.1 


7 


3.5 
6.3 


Whole 
Sample 


0.3 
0.9 


683 


1.7 
4.9 


0.9 5.1 0.6 
1.3 7.1 1.4 

60 222 


3.2 

6.4 


0.0 
0.3 


401 


0.4 
2.5 



.44** 
.003** 

yes 



.42** 
.01** 

no 



.27* 
.002* 

no 



.23* 
.01 

no 



.38** 
.003** 

no 



.35** 
.01** 

no 



.31** 
.001** 

yes*^ 



* Number of undupllcattd crtdlti. 

* ^ uXpld"*^ ^^^^ unduplicated credifcr in the indicated subject 

• = p < .05 
=: p < .01 



.24** 
.01** 

no 
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